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Mr. Andrew S. Fishel
Managing Director
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, Room 852
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: ET Docket 93-266;
Gen. Docket 90-314

Dear Mr. Fishel:

On January 26, 1994, Pacific Bell submitted a letter to you alleging
violations of the Commissionts g ~ rules by the three entities that received Pioneer
Preferences: American Personal Communications (ItAPC'), Cox Enterprises, Inc. ("Cox")
and Omnipoint. Cox, by its attomeys, hereby responds to the letter as it addresses Cox's
actiODS.

The relationship of the Commiwon's g RIdI rules to the Pioneer
Preference rules is clear and unambiguous. At the time the preference rules were
adopted the Commission considered the application of its g RIdG rules to pioneer
preference requests and preference awardS.1' The Commission expressly determined

1/ The CommiMion stated: -rhe petition for rule making. the request for a pioneer's
preference, and any experimental license application will all be treated as separate
proceedings, because of the differing § ~ requirements, although for convenience
purposes they may be addressed by the Commission in a single document. Any
experimental license application and the request for a pioneer's preference are
adjudicative proc:eedinp under our § RII1I rules, HI 47 CFR section 1.1202(d).
Accordingly, upon the filing of a formal opposition, sa 47 CFR section 1.1202(e), those

(continued...)
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that a~ contacts directed to the merits of a particular opposed preference proposal
would be impermissible, but that no prohibited ~~ restriction should extend to
related non-restricted rulemakings. The Commission established a set of parameters so
as not to deprive the Commission of the generally acknowledged and publicly beneficial
contacts with parties interested in the merits and outcome of a rule making proceeding
that also involved a pioneer preference:

The restricted nature of a formally opposed request for pioneer's
preference proceeding and any formally opposed experimental licensing
proceeding would not limit a ~ presentations in the exempt petition
for rule making proceeding on whether or not the proposed spectrum
allocation is new and innovative and in the public interest EI~
presentations on who should or should not receive a pioneer's preference
or experimental license would be prohibited, however. Pioneer Preference.
6 FCC Red at 3500, 0.9.

Thus, when the Commission initiated a rule making in Personal
Communications Service Docket No. 90-314, it was a non-restricted rule making. Cox
documented its meetings with Commission staff by filing a IW1' letters. Cox's
involvement in Personal Communications Services ("PCS") dates from the Commission's
earliest consideration of PCS in its Docket No. 90-314 Notice of Inquiry.V Cox
consistently has supported the Commission's proposals to establish PCS as a service
competitive to the telephone local exchange. Cox has demonstrated leadership and its
success as a developer of cable-based PCS is a matter of record Over the years Cox has
filed extensive comments directed to the merits and the outcome of both the PCS rule
making and its particular preference award Cox has always, however, maintained a
bright line between presentations to the Commission on non-restricted and restricted
matters. Cox categorically denies any prohibited a IW1' contacts were made by Cox or
its representatives.

J.I (...continued)
matters will become 'restricted' proceedings in which a RII:ll presentations are
prohibited. S= 47 CFR section 1.1208(c). The petition for rule makjnl to allocate
spectrum will be an exempt proceeding under the a RII:ll rules, 47 CFR section
1.1204(a)(2)." Pioneer Preference. 6 FCC Red 3488, 3493 (1991).

v S= Personal Communications Services. 5 FCC Red 3995 (1990) (Notice of Inquiry).
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No Violation of Ex Pane Rules Occurred.

The allegations leveled at Cox are twofold. First, Pacific Bell claims that
Cox's letter filed on September 28, 1993 did not contain sufficient proof of service,
although Pacific Bell itself observes that copies were apparently sent to the parties in
Gen. Docket 9O-314.V

This allegation is devoid of merit. Cox's September 28 letter clearly
provided on the signature page a list of parties served that included the Commissioners,
Commission staff and the service list for Docket No. 90-314. The letter was filed with
the Secretary's office on September 28 and copies are maintained in the Commission's
public files. Pacific Bell seeks to raise an issue where absolutely none exists. Cox
reaffirms its service of the September 28, 1993 letter.

In its second allegation, Pacific Bell asserts that Cox filed .ex~ letters
in ET Docket No. 93-266 in early November 1993 that indicate that Cox's representatives
discussed "outstanding issues in the Commission's Pioneer Preference (sic~

Proceeding" with Commission personnel. Pacific Bell claims that, because Cox had not
yet filed comments in ET Docket No. 93-266, those letters were not sufficiently
informative of Cox's position on the main issue in Docket No. 93-266, the continuation
or modification of the Commission's pioneer preference rules and policy.V

Pacific Bell acknowledges the "close nexus" between Docket Nos. 90-314
and 93-266 and generally restates the CommiS!5ion's CI RI[lA requirements that "(p]arties
making ex parte contacts must list the subjects discussed and arguments presented to the
extent they are not reflected in the party's previous written filings. II While Pacific Bell

J.I sa Pacific Bell letter at 2 fn. 4.

~ Cox's CI DIElC letters actually said that it "discussed issues in the Commission's
Pioneer Preference Notice Proceeding.II (emphasis added)

1jJ Pacific Bell claims that, since Cox had not filed comments in ET Docket 93-266, its
position could not have been reflected in Cox's "previous" written filings. Further, Pacific
Bell observes that "the letters offer no insight as to what 'arguments or data' were
presented to support Cors 'position'. Nor do they indicate what Cox's position was."
Pacific Bell letter at 3-4.
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admits that ET Docket No. 93-266 is a non-restricted proceeding,§/ it implies that any
Cox presentation to the Commission staff must have involved the merits of individual
pioneer preference applications. In fact, Cox's meetings with Commission staff were
entirely consistent with the Commission's a ~ rules.1l

It should require no great insight to infer from Cox's status as a tentative
pioneer preference holder and its previous filings in related Docket No. 90-314 that Cox

W With regard to fn. 5 of PacBell', letter, there is nothing "ambiguous" about the
Commission's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in ET Docket No. 93-266. The
Commission's statement that "many pioneer preference requests have been formally
opposed, and in these proceedings, no CI~ presentations are permitted .. ,," plainly
means no CI~ presentations would be permitted concerning the pioneer preference
requests and oppositions. Pacific Bells's strained interpretation of the Commission's
reference to "these proceedings" (i&a that the entire Docket No. 93-266 proceeding is
transformed into a restricted ex~ proceeding), would remove all meaning from the
Commission's totally unambiguous statement that ET Docket No. 93-266 is a "non­
restricted notice and comment rule making proceeding."

1/ The Notice was a non-restricted rule making in every aspect save one. The Notice
stated:

We note ... that many pioneer preference requests have been
formally opposed, and in these proceedings, no ex R&I1C
presentations are permitted until final Commission decisions
reprdina the preference requests are made and are no longer
subject to reconsideration by the Commission or review by any
court. Pioneer Preference Notice. 8 FCC Red 7692, 7695 (1993).

Every other aspect of the pioneer preference review, indudina whether any changes to
the preference rules should affect the tentative preference holders, was non-restricted
subject matter. Indeed, it was clear from Commission statements and the written record
that the proceeding arose not from any misgivings reprdina the merits of any particular
preference request, but rather addressed the desirability of continuation of the
preference policy generally and the effect of any rule changes to tentative preference
designees.
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favored continuation of the Commission's pioneer preference policies.1I Further, it is
disingenuous to suggest that Cox was not already on record supporting the continuation
of the Commission's pioneer preference program. Cox's views on the public interest
benefits of the Commission's preference policies were a matter of public record long
before Cox's November meetings with Commission staff. Cox's later filed Comments and
Reply Comments in ET Docket No. 93-266, and its November meetings with
Commission personnel referred to in Pacific Bell's letter, merely reiterated the points
made in Cox's previous written filings supporting continuation of the Commission's
pioneer preference policy.

In a similar circumstance, the Commission recently ruled that two "Big
LEO" applicants did not violate Commission ~ IW1' rules by making oral presentations
on a non-restricted rule making that addressed standards that would govern the industry
as a whole, even though those presentations could have a dispositive effect on particular
pending applications. The Commission's Acting General Counsel concluded:

We recognize that the resolution of these matters in the docketed
proceedings will have an impact on the pending applications. This,
however, is the case in any rulemaking proceeding relating to a service for
which applications have already been filed And, as recognized by the
Commission in prior instances in which rulemakings were related to
pending applications, this does not and should not render improper ~
IWU presentations regarding the policy issues raised in the rulemaking
proceedings. We also believe that the general policy questions of
spectrum, licensing and service rules for Big LEOs are clearly distinct from
whether specific, applications should be granted Accordingly, we find that
oral ClIZaaA presentations by Motorola/Loral on the former set of issues
were permiSSIble under our rules.2/

The Commission's Acting General Counsel correctly ruled in that case, and
must in this, that no impermisslble contact occurred and no Commission rules were
violated

8/ For eumple, in Docket No. 90-314, Cox filed comments on Janwuy 29, 1993
supporting the Commission's preference policy for service and technical innovation.
S= Comments at 2-4. Apin in Reply Comments on March 1, 1993, Cox expressed
support of the pioneer preference program. SG Reply Comments at 4.

2./ Letter of Renee Licht, Acting General Counsel, to Robert A Mazer, Jill Abeshouse
Stem and Norman P. Leventhal, dated November 18, 1993 at 3-4 (citation omitted). A
copy of the Commission's letter is attached
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Pacific Bell's Baseless Nleeations Demonstrate Anti-Competitive Motives.

Cox's preference award is in Pacific Bell's wireline region. Pacific Bell has
initiated an elaborate spin-off of its cellular licenses to become eligible under the
Commission's present restrictions to bid for a 30 MHz license. Pacific Bell has
successfully prosecuted a waiver request to ensure that its incomplete spin-off will not
affect its eligibility to bid for a 30 MHz MTA license,1Q/ Award of a license to Cox
apparently is troublesome to Pacific Bell because there will be one fewer license in the
Los Angeles-San Diego MTA available through the auction process. The Commission,
of course, anticipated this result at the time preference rules were adopted.W

If Pacific Bell is successful in its bid for a 30 MHz license, it will face
competition from Cox and other PCS licensees to be licensed in the Los Angeles-San
Diego MTA Pacific Bell obviously is piqued to face the prospect of competition from a
party granted a license pursuant to the Commission's pioneer preference policy.
However, Pacific Bell did not complain when it received its set-aside of in-region cellular
licenses under circumstances more favorable than those available to non-wireline cellular
licensees. Pacific Bell's attempt to raise baseless allegations of ex~ impropriety in
this circumstance is the height of market exclusion and anti-oompetitive behavior, and is
utterly frivolous.

Finally, assuming that there were any merit to its claims, Pacific Bell has
not demonstrated the required promptness in bringing its allegations to the attention of
the Commission. Its allegations were submitted months after the actual filings
complained of and on the eve of release of the CommiMion's order finalizing PCS
preferences. Pacific Bell has not asked the Commission to take any action on its filing.
presumably because it realizes that its unsupported assertions provide no basis for
further action, which sullests that Pacific Bell merely seeks to intimidate rather than
inform the Commission.

JjJj ~ Request by Pacific Telesis Group and PacTel Corporation of a Waiver of
Section 99.204, (PacTel Waiver Order), FCC 94-8, released January 18, 1994.

.w ~ Report and OrdeL Establishment of Procedures to Provide a Preference, 6
FCC Red 3488, 3490-3492 (1991).
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Pacific Bell obviously is disappointed that Cox was granted a pioneer
preference in its wireline region.lV The time to raise substantive challenges to its
selection, however, is long past. In any event, Pacific Bell's baseless claim of~~
improprieties is utterly without merit and should be dismissed.

Respectfully submitte~

Its Attorneys

cc: Brian F. Fontes
Byron F. Marchant
Karen Brinkmann
Robert Pepper
Thomas Stanley
William Kennard

W Pacific Bell in fact criticized Cox's designation as a tentative preference holder.
~ Comments of Pacific Bell, Gen. Docket No. ~314, January 29, 1993 at 14-16. Its
opinions regarding the merits of Cox's activities have already been considered and
rejected by the Commission.



FEOERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

~ovember :3, 1993

Robert A. Mazer, Esq.
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle
1 Thomas Circle, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005

Jill Abeshouse Stern, Esq.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Nor.man P. Leventhal, Bsq.
Leventhal, Senter & Ler.man
2000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006-1809

Dear Ma. Stern and M•••r.. Mazer and Leventhal:

This respond8 to your letter dated October 14, 1993, on behalf of
Constellation Communication., Inc., Bllip.at Corporation, and TRW,
Inc. (hereinafter -petitioners-). You allege that Motorola
Satellite Communication., Inc. (-MOtorola-) and/or Loral Qualcomm
Satellite Service., Inc. (-Loral-) violated the Commis.ion's ~
partl rule•.

By way of backgrCNDd, your letter relate. to three pending
proceeding.: (1) a rul~ing proceeding to allocate sPectrum for
low earth orbital ..\ellite .ervice (.o-called -lig LBO- .ervice)
(IT Docket No. 92-21) ; (2) a negotiated rul.-Jcing proceeding that
has been 1D1tiated pnlillinary to a rul-.Jcing proceeding regarding
lic~iD9 aad .ervice rule. for Big LBO .ervice (CC Docket No. 92­
166) : aMl; (3) autually exclusive applicatioD8 for Big LBO

.......-•..
. .

3. aM _ie. At prggg'ld, Bull .Idp. 'Dd flACaciD p.c1.10n
in IT Dgspt: lIQ. 'a-al (AMp.pC, QC Stcc,igp a.l04 Qf the
CgmmilliQn t • Iul•• cq A1!qsa,. the 1410-1'a'.5 MIl aDd ,he 2483.S­
2S00 MIl Bend' fQr a•• by the "Rbi1.-Sa,.!1!,. S.ry!c.. Ine1uding
Ngp-GegI,a,iQftAry Sa,.11it••l, 7 PeC Rcd 6414 (1992).

2 SM Public Notice -PCC AaJca for Cem-Dt. Regarding the
B.tabli.ma.nt of aD Advi.ory CCIID!tte. to Negotiate PrOPO.ed
Regulations,· CC Docket NO. 92-166, 7 pee Rcd 5241 (1992).

•
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You claim that Motorola/Loral violated the Commission's ~ parte
rules by making U parte presentations to Commission decision­
making personnel pertaining to their Jointly Filed Comments ("Joint
Comments") filed October 7, 1993, in the docketed proceedings.
Although ex parte presentations are not prohibited in these
proceedings, you claim that the presentations were "inextricably
entwined" with the merits or outcome of the application proceedings
and, therefore, were prohibited under Section 1.1208 of the
Commission's rules, 47 C.F.R. Sl.1208, which applies to restricted,
adjudicatory proceedings. You allege that the very same matters
raised in these Joint Comments, e. g., spectrum efficiency standards
and stringent financial qualification standards, were raised by
Motorola in its pending "Consolidated Petitions to Dismiss and/or
Deny" the applications of its competitors for authority' to
construct and operate R~io Determination Satellite Service
("RDSS")/Mobile Satellite Service ("MSS") stations. You allege
that the oral U parte presentations made to various Commission
personnel address "matters which go to the very essence of the
various license applications" and represent a "blatant effort to
violate the Commissionls ~ parte rules and the fundamental due
process protections underlying them." You also assert that both
IT Docket No. 92-28 and CC Docket No. 92-166 involve "competing
claims to a valuable privilege" and thus should be subject to a
prohibition on ~ parte presentations under Sanqamon Valley
Television Corg. y. United States, 269 F.2d 221, 224 (D.C. Cir.
1959) .

You request the initiation of hearing and/or show cause proceedings
pursuant to section 1.1216(a) of the Commis.ion's rules, 47 C.F.R.
51.1216(a), to determine whether Motorola and/or Loral should "be
disqualified frOID further participation· in the above-mentioned
proceeding. or otherwise have their ·cla~ or intere.t· in these
matter. diamisseer. You al.o reque.t that a pu1:)lic notice be issued
indicating that all three pending proceedings are restricted under
the IX part. rule.. ae.poa.ive letter. were filed by Motorola and
you.

3 OIl:.il 24, 1991, satellite applicatioa. su1::mitted by
Motorola aDd 11lip••t Corporation (·Bllips.t·) were accepted for
filing and, OD October 24, 1991, satellite applicatioa. submitted
by AMCS Sub.idiary Corporation, Con.tellation CoaaunicationJI, Inc.,
Illip••t, Loral Cellular Sy.teDUl, Corp., and TRW, Inc. were
accepted for filing. iaa Public Notice ·Satellite Applications
Acceptable for riling; CUt-off Bstablished for Additional
Applications,· aeport No. OS-1068, 6 FCC Red 2083 (1991) and Public
Notice ·Satellite Applications Acceptable for riling,· Report No.
OS-1134, 6 pec Red 6002 (1991).
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For the reasons set forth below, we conclude that no impermissible
~ parte presentations occurred. In addition, we do not believe
it is necessary or appropriate to make either of the docketed Big
Leo proceedings restricted under the ~ parte rules.

The Commission has repeatedly stated that the mere pendency of a
restricted adjudicatory proceeding, e.g., an application
proceeding, does not preclude a party to that proceeding from
submitting comments or otherwise participating in an informal
rulemaking proceeding. s.u Report and Order in Gen. No. Docket 86­
~, 2 FCC Rcd 3011, 3014 (1987) (a person is not prohibited in a
non-restricted proceeding "from engaging in 'communications
regarding 'general industry problems,' so long as they do not deal
with the merits of the restricted proceeding. ' ") (quoting Report
and Order in Gen. Docket No. 78-167, 78 FCC 2d 1384, 1397 n. 21,
quoting in turn, Report and Order in Docket No. 15381, 1 FCC 2d 49,
56-58 (1965)). Thus, a person is free "to pursue other legitimate
interests before the Coll'lrlission" provided that the pendency of
these other matters is not used by that person "as a pretext for
~ parte communications going to the merits or outcome of a
restricted proceeding." ~

The subjects raised in the Joint Comments -- spectrum efficiency,
bi-directional transmissions, coverage, and financial qualification
standards -- do not address the merits ot specitic or individual
applications and, theretore, are properly categoriZed as addressing
"general industry problems," e.g., the amount ot spectrum that
should be allotted tor this new service, the technical ani
financial standards that should govern the industry as a whole.
They are not directed at the merits ot the individual applicants,
such as MOtorola, Constellation, or Bllipsat, but rather to the
applicants as a class.

We recognize that' the resolution at these matters in the docketed
proceedings will have aD impact OD the pending applications. This,
however, is the ca.e in any rulemaking proceeding relating to a
service tor which applications have already been tiled. And, as
recogniZed by the Commission in prior instance. in which
rulemakinp_were related to pending applications, this does not and
should no~ reDder improper U part. pre.entations r8iarding the
policy i.... rai.ees in the rulemaking proceedings. We also

4 For example, bi-directional use ot the trequencie. 1610­
1626.5 MHz, which you argue relate. to the paDding applications,
is one ot the subject. explicitly rai.ed by the Commis.ion in BT
Docket No. 92-28. sa. 7 FCC Rcd at 6418 •

sa, LJL., !lMn.Dt ot Part. 2. 22 end 2' ot the
Cgmmi••ioQ" Rul•• to Allo~ate Spe~trum for and To I.tabli.h Other
Rule. and Polici.. P.rtaining to the Mobil. Sat.llite S'rvice for



believe that the general policy questions of spectrum, licensing
and service rules for Big LEOs are clearly distinct from whecher

specific, applications should be granted. Accordingly, we find
that oral ~ parte presentations by Motorola/Loral on che former
set of issues were permissible under our rules.

For similiar reasons, we find that the docketed proceedings do not
involve conflicting claims to a valuable priVilege requiring a
further prohibition on ~ parte presentations under Sangaroon
Valley. Indeed, under our current rules, Sangamon-type proceedings
are generally limited to allotment proceedings involving FM and
television channels. ~ 47 C.P.R. §1.1208(c) (2): Notice' of
Proposed Rulemaking in Docket 86-225, para. 53, 51 Fed. Reg. 26,278
(July 22, 1986). Further, to ensure that the public is aware of
what ~ part. rules to follow, w. stat. at the outset of
rulemakings what ~ parte rules apply. s.u~. We clearly stated
that the rulemaking proceedings in Dock.t No. 92-28 would be
subject to procedures for non-restricted proce.dings and.
consistent with the policy reflected in our rules regarding
Sansrlll1Qn- type proceedings, w. s.. no reason to alter that
determination.

Sincerely,

Ren'. Licht
Acting Gen.ral Coua..l

cc: Philip L. Mal.t, -.q.
Alfndolllal.t, I-Z.
Pute1& lI1c;ba1opoulous, Isq.
St.pear. JObuOll
1330 Coaaecticut Avenu., H.W.
W..hingtoa, D.C. 20036

Warra Y. Zeg.r, I.q.
Cheryl Lyms Schn.id.r, Bsq.
COMBAT CorporatioD
6S60 Rock Spring Drive
Beth••da, Maryland 20817

the Prgyi.iAV. og yvigua Ca=nn rani.r S.nie.. (Ttpt.tiv.
D.si.iAP,), 6 PCC Reel "900, "916 (1991) aa4 XpgpiEY intA th.
DIDIQlP'Dt oC lepulatOEY Raliex iv. raprd to Dinst Irgade.,t,
Sat.llit•• (Igtie. oC Prqpg'ld PAliex Stat.,.Dt 'Dd lulemeSingl,
86 PeC 2d 719, 754 (1981).



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L Carole Wals~ hereby certify that today on this 4th day of
February, 1994, I caused a copy of the letter of Cox Enterprises, Inc. regarding
ET Doc~et 93-266 and ~en. Docket ~314 to be served Dy hand delivery or first­
class mail, postage prepaid to the following:

Accel Partners
One Palmer Square
Princeton, NJ 08542

Gene A Bechtel
Bechtel & Cole, Chartered
Suite 250
1901 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Robert J. Miller
Gardere &t Wynne, LLP.
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, Texas 7S201

Stephen G. Kraskin
Sylvia Lesse
Caressa D. Bennet
Charles D. Casson
Kraskin & Associates
2120 L Street, NW Suite 810
Washington DC 20037

Robert B. Kelly
Kelly, Hunter, Mow & Pavich, P.e.
1133 Connecticut Ave., NW, 7th Fl.
Washington, DC 20036

David L Nace
Mard E. Greenstein
Pamela L Gist
tubs, McGowan, Nace

& Gutierrez, Chartered
1819 H Street, NW
Seventh Floor
Washington, DC 20006



Paul R. Schwedler
Carl Wayne Smith
Telecommunications (DOD)
Code AR
Defense Information Systems Agency
701 S. Courthouse Road
Arlington, VA 22204

Harold K. McCombs, Jr.
Duncan, Weinberg, Miller &
Pembroke, P.C.
1615 M Street, NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Alan C. Campbell
President
Federal Communications Bar
Association
1150 Connecticut Ave." N.W., Suite
1050
Washington, DC 20036

W. Theodore Pierson, Jr.
Pierson & Tuttle
Suite 607
1200 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Andrew D. Upman
Shelley L Spencer
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

'David L Hill
Audrey P. Rasmussen
O'Connor '" Hannan
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 800
WasbiDJtOD, DC 20006-3483
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Paul J. Berman
Alane C. Weixel
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
P.O. Box 7566
Washington, DC 20044-7566

Phillips S. Magiera
President
Applied Telecommunications

Technologies, Inc.
20 William Street
Wellesley, MA 02181

David Berkmaa
Executive Vice President
Associated Communications
Corporation
200 Gateway Towers
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

VHenry Goldberg
Goldberg, Godle~ Wiener & Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

;'Walter H. Sonnenfeldt
Walter Sonnenfeldt & Associates
4904 Ertter Drive
Rockville, MD 20852

/
Grelory M. Schmidt
Ronald J. Krotoszynsld, Jr.
CoviIJaton & Burliq
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
P.O. Box 7566
Washjngton, DC 2Q044...



Lawrence E. Phillips
Unterberg Harris
65 East 55th Street
New York, NY 10022

'John Hearne
Chairman
Point Communications Company
100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000
Santa Monica, CA 90401

John A. Prendergast
Susan J. Bahl
Julian P. Gehman
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson

& Dickens
2120 L Street, NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037

..
M. John Bowen, Jr.
John W. Hunter
McNair & Sanford, P.A
1155 Fifteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Veronica M. Ahem
Alben Shuldiner
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle
One Thomas Circle, NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005

• Deborah Lipoff
Assistant General Counsel
Rand McNally & Company
8255 North Central Park
Skokie, Dlinois 60076



David A Reams
President and General Counsel
Grand Broadcasting Corporation
P.O. Box 502
Perrysburg, OH 43552

Peter Kozdon
Manager, System Architecture
ROLM, a Siemens Company
4900 Old Ironsides Dr.
Santa Oara, CA 950S2·807S

James D. EDiI
Paula J. Fulks
Southwestern Bell Corporation
17S E. Houston, R. 1218
San Antonio, TX 78205

, Linda C. Sadler
Manager, Governmental Affairs
Rockwell International Corporation
1745 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

.Richard E. Wiley
Michael Yourshaw
Carl R. Frank
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Catherine Wang
Marpret M. Charles
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007



Jay C. Keithley
Leon Kestenbaum
Sprint Corporation
1850 M Street, NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Eric Shimmel
Vice President
Telecommunications Industry

Association
2001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006

Thomas A. Stroup
Mark Golden
Telocator
1019 19th Street, NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Michael R. Gardner
Charles R. Milkis
Law Offices of Michael R. Gardner,
P.C.
1150 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 710
Washington, DC 20036

"George Y. Wheeler
Koteen & Naftalin
Telephone & Data Systems, Inc.
1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036

·w. Scott McCollough
Assistant Texas Attorney General
Consumer Protection Division
Public Agency Representation Section
P.O. Box 12548, capitol Station
Austin, TX 78711·1548
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Francine J. Berry
Kathleen F. ~on
Sandra Williams Smith
American Telephone and Telegraph
Company
Room 3244Jl
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Frank Michael Panek
Ameritech
2000 West Ameritech Center Dr.
Hoffman Estates, lllinois 60196

Jonathan D. Blake
Kurt A Wimmer
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
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